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DIGEST: 

Protest that agency improperly canceled request 
for proposals ( R F P )  issued on a sole-source 
basis and improperly revised RFP to permit open 
competition of requirement is dismissed because 
the objective of bid protest function is to 
insure full and free competition for government 
contracts. 

Group w Cable, Inc. (Group \ v ) ,  protests the cancella- 
tion of request for proposals (RFP) No. F24604-82-ROO08 and 
the subsequent issuance of RFP No. F24604-83-ROO13 for the 
award of a cable television (CATV) franchise to serve 
Malstrom Air Force Base, Montana, issued by the Department 
of the Air Force (Air Force). Group W contends that the Air 
Force improperly canceled the initial RFP, a sole-source 
negotiation with Group W. The Air Force's stated reason for 
the cancellation was the need to make major revisions in the 
RFP CATV specifications in accorc'ance with changes made in 
Air Force CATV contracting procedures. These changes became 
effective during negotiations with Group W, but before award 
of a contract to Group W under that RFP. However, Group W 
asserts that a comparison of the initiai RFP with the 
revised RFP indicates no scbstantive difference in the spec- 
ifications. Accordingly, Group W argues the cancellaticn of 
the first RFP was improper, the RFP should be reinstated, 
and award should be made to Group W. 

We dismiss the protest. 

Initially, w e  note that the Air Force argues that our 
Office has no jurisdiction to consider this protest under 

franchise does not involve the use of appropriated funds. 
In this connection, t h e  Air Force states that GAO does not 
have authority to consider a protest concerning procurements 
that do n o t  involve the direct expenditure of appropriated 
funds, citing, for exanple, Pinkerton's Xnc., B-210541, 
February 1, 198r87-1 CPD 121. 

I our Bid Protest Procedures because the award of a CATV 
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Even where the CATV awards do not necessarily involve 
direct expenditure of appropriated funds, this office has 
considered protests against CATV procurenents. - See, for 
example, Teleprompter of San Bernadino, Inc., B-191336, 
July 30, 1979, 79-2 CPD 61, in which we considered a protest 
against an award of an Air Force CATV franchise. In this 
connection, we specifically have stated that we will con- 
sider protests irivolvlng the award of a franchise for serv- 
ices on a military base to be paid principally by military 
personnel ordering such services where the franchise 
includes service for the government and the government is 
obligated for termination costs. - See John C. Lozinyak, 
B-211923, September 7, 1983, 83-2 CPD 7 : Arrow Transporta- 
tion, Inc., B-201882, February 10, 1981, 81-1 CPD 90. 

Nevertheless, we dismiss the protest on other grounds. 

Although Group W argues that there are no substantial 
differences between the two RFP's, there is one readily dis- 
cernible material difference. Under the initial RFP, the 
Air Force intended. to award noncompetitively to Group W but, 
under the revised RFP, the Air Force is conducting a 
competitive procurement. Thus, Group W is arguing for 
reinstatement of a sole-source award and also objecting to 
the issuance of a competitive procurement instead of a 
sole-source contract. In view of the objective of our bid 
protest function to insure full and free competition for 
government contracts, we have declined as a general matter 
to review a protest that an agency should procure an item 
from a particular firm on a sole-source basis. - See 
Inqersoll-Rand, B-205792, January 8, 1982, 82-1 CPD 26. 

We dismiss the protest. 
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Acting General Counsel 




